In the preface to Philosophy as Cultural Politics, the fourth and final volume of his philosophical papers, Richard Rorty encourages philosophers "to contribute to humanity's ongoing conversation about what to do with itself," invokingand broadening -his call nearly three decades earlier in the final section of Philosophy and the Mirror of Nature for "continuing the conversation of the West." For philosophers to "intervene in cultural politics" means not just continuing the conversation but, importantly, "changing the course of the conversation" by suggesting new vocabularies and practices designed to make a pragmatic difference in the world. Citing pragmatism's potential for generating "radical cultural change," Rorty calls cultural politics "the growing point of culture" and suggests, in a Deweyan spirit, that philosophers get more involved in the cause of human freedom by seeing intervening in cultural politics as "their principal assignment." 1 Rorty's call for philosophers to intervene in cultural politics marks a striking development in the thought of a figure once regarded as heralding the end of philosophy. Over the course of three decades, Rorty has gone from inviting but being rather noncommittal about philosophy getting involved in cultural politics in the 1970s, to believing in the 1980s and 1990s that novelists, poets, and journalists alone can do the work, to thinking in his final collection that the intervention of philosophers is absolutely necessary. In this essay I argue that this embrace of what he calls cultural politics marks a self-conscious attempt by Rorty to expand "the conversation of mankind" beyond the Western
From Clearing the Road to Cultural Politics
The idea of "philosophy as cultural politics" that suddenly emerges in Rorty's final collection of essays is less of a departure than it initially seems. Although he argued in Contingency, Irony, and Solidarity and essays of the late 1980s for the novel in particular and narrative in general replacing philosophy and theory as the primary vehicles of democratic transformation toward greater social justice, his later appeal to philosophy as cultural politics is of a piece with his call in essays of the mid-1970s for philosophers to be more involved in the cause of enlarging human freedom. What changes is the sense of urgency he believes this task requires. In the introduction to Consequences of Pragmatism, Rorty writes of a "post-Philosophical culture." He describes small "p" philosophy's role after the outmoded vocabularies of the Plato-Kant tradition have been abandoned as the "study of the comparative advantages and disadvantages of the various ways of talking which our race has invented," an approach he saw at the time as "much like what is sometimes called 'culture criticism'" (CP, p. xl). Two decades later in a 2003 essay, he reiterates this stance: "I am content to see philosophy professors as practicing cultural politics," which he explains in similar language as "suggesting changes in the uses of words and by putting new words into circulation -hoping thereby to break through impasses and to make conversation more fruitful" (PCP, p. 124). 6 As early as the 1975 essay "Dewey's Metaphysics" Rorty was interested in what he refers to as Dewey's idea of "philosophy as the criticism of culture." While Rorty seeks to jettison the attempt to establish the "generic traits" of experience that Dewey thought relevant to this project, his overall aim is to affirm Dewey's notion of philosophy as "an instrument of social change" (CP, p. 73-74). 7 At this early stage, Rorty is noncommittal about a positive role for philosophy in this broad practice of culture criticism. But he already is clear that philosophers have no special privilege here: "professionalized philosophy may or may not join transcendentalist culture, but it should not try to beat it" (CP, p. 69). However, in this same essay Rorty also calls attention to the "moral leadership" philosophy provided in the "heroic period of Deweyan pragmatism" between the two World Wars (CP, p. 61). He closes with a quote from Sidney Hook, the philosopher on whose knees he was bounced as a child, that calls pragmatism "the theory and practice of enlarging human freedom in a precarious and tragic world by the arts of intelligent social control." Rorty's point is that professional philosophers are "not doing as much for this cause as they would like" (CP, p. 70).
Despite this early call for philosophers to do more for the project of human freedom, by the late 1980s Rorty's developing position pretty clearly writes off philosophy, putting the burden of advancing the cause of "equality and freedom" on novels and other genres of narrative writing. At least this is the way it seems. In Contingency he links his liberal utopia with "a general turn against theory and toward narrative," based on the idea that "the novel, the movie, and the TV program have, gradually but steadily, replaced the sermon and the treatise as the principal vehicles of moral change and progress" (CIS, p. xvi). In "Heidegger, Kundera, and Dickens," he associates philosophy with "a tendency toward essentialism" and sketches a story about the West in which "the novel, and particularly the novel of moral protest, rather than the philosophical treatise" is "the genre most closely associated with the struggle for freedom and equality" (EHO, pp. 66-68). Similarly, in "The Priority of Democracy to Philosophy," he evinces his well-known stance that democracy does not need "philosophical backup" (ORT, p. 178). Defining philosophy as "disputes about the nature of human beings and even about whether there is such a thing as 'human nature'," he suggests we see moral progress as "a history of making rather than finding, of poetic achievement by 'radically situated' individuals and communities, rather than as the gradual unveiling, through the use of 'reason', of 'principles' or 'rights' or 'values'" (ORT, pp. 182, 189).
Rorty's embrace of the notion of "poetic achievement by radically situated individuals and communities" is followed by a turn in the 1990s to more specific political issues and concrete groups, taking up pragmatism's implications for feminism, human rights, globalization, and justice, among others.
8 A key dimension of this work is expanding the boundaries of the conversation beyond the West. In a 1989 essay, Rorty explicitly takes up philosophy's role in "intercultural comparisons."
9 Criticizing the essentialism of Western philosophy, he suggests that the social realist novels of the West, like those of Charles Dickens and Harriet Beecher Stowe, rather than its philosophical and theoretical traditions, are of greater value to the non-West because they have done more to promote "the struggle for freedom and equality." Because they are less oriented toward providing "one right answer," these narrative traditions offer a more fruitful basis for East-West dialogue and "finding something distinctive in the West which the East can use, and conversely" (EHO, pp. 68, 82). Almost a decade later in "Justice as a Larger Loyalty," Rorty affirms the non-West's skepticism toward Western claims and advocates dropping the universalist and rationalist rhetoric of philosophy to "permit the West to approach the non-West in the role of someone with an instructive story to tell, rather than in the role of someone purporting to be making better use of a universal human capacity." In his view, this approach offers the best chance of achieving a "global moral community" built upon "a community of trust" (PCP, pp. 54-55).
Although he did not yet employ the phrase, these stances are consistent with what he later calls cultural politics, which he describes as aiming to subvert the idea inherent in Enlightenment rationalism that "persistent argument will lead all inquirers to the same set of beliefs" (PCP, p. 92).
10 Cultural politics can be understood as a catch-all phrase for the conversation or inquiry that takes place in the absence of agreed-upon criteria to govern argument. The issue of how to generate "fruitful conversation" between ostensibly opposed philosophical traditions without neutral criteria to appeal to was a preoccupation of Rorty's from his earliest published work. 11 In his later writings, he simply transfers this idea from the philosophical to the political realm. For Rorty, one's "ethnos" is comprised of "those who share enough of one's beliefs to make fruitful conversation possible" (ORT, p. 30). Being "more frankly ethnocentric," while at the same time expanding the reach of this shared moral identity so that it is as inclusive as possible, has been an abiding aim of his later work (PCP, p. 55). The catch is "the possibility that there may not be enough overlap" between Rortyan Cultural Politics and the Problem of Speaking for Others 119 any two networks of beliefs and desires to make agreement, even "profitable discussion," possible (ORT, p. 191).
How to secure this shared overlap in the context of our ethnocentrism, by which he means that "we have to work out from the networks we are, from the communities with which we presently identify" (ORT, p. 202), is one of Rorty's central challenges. However, this recognition of our historical and cultural particularity -as well as plurality -is also the source of the fundamental democratic and egalitarian thrust of his project. That is, if everybody is ethnocentric in this sense, it is no longer possible to claim "that a single moral vocabulary and a single set of moral beliefs are appropriate for every human community" (ORT, p. 190). 12 The force of this claim cuts in two directions. On the one hand, it undercuts claims to epistemological or cultural privilege, thus paving the way for greater respect for difference. On the other, it creates the difficulty that any shared ground must be made or created, rather than found. With transcendental appeals no longer available, a postmetaphysical, liberal culture's only redress for ethnocentrism is to make a virtue of necessity and avoid the disadvantages of this condition: "to be open to encounters with other actual and possible cultures, and to make this openness central to its self-image." Liberal culture can then take pride in "its ability to increase the freedom and openness of encounters, rather than on its possession of truth" (ORT, p. 2). Since there is no transcending our ethnocentrism, all we can do is to "reweave" and "recontextualize" the beliefs we happen to have in light of the new people or new beliefs we encounter. If ethnocentric, it is a cosmopolitan ethnocentrism that Rorty seeks, where individuals are "articulate and reflective enough to make intercultural comparisons without much strain." 13 Indeed, a principal dimension of Rorty's political project over the last two decades of his life is expanding the range of people we regard as "possible conversation partners" (ORT, p. 203). In "Solidarity or Objectivity?" he establishes that "For pragmatists, the desire for objectivity is not the desire to escape the limitations of one's community, but simply the desire for as much intersubjective agreement as possible, the desire to extend the reference of 'us' as far as we can" (ORT, p. 23). In essays from the mid-1980s, he takes up the issue of those whose views fall outside the bounds of this intersubjective agreement. 14 "Enemies of liberal democracy, like Nietzsche or Loyola," he tells us, are deemed "crazy" or "mad." Not because their views are false or incoherent or irrational, but because "the limits of sanity are set by what we can take seriously. This, in turn, is determined by our upbringing, our historical situation" (ORT, pp. 187-188).
How to recognize and do justice to excluded groups thus becomes a key dimension of Rorty's political project; the aim of cultural politics is changing the conversation to make it more inclusive. Based on these assumptions, we get Rorty's by now familiar account of moral progress, as he puts it in "Justice as a Larger Loyalty," as "the expansion of the circle of beings who count as 'us'" (PCP, p. 45n3). For Rorty, to be part of a society is to be taken as a possible conversational partner by those who shape that society's self-image (ORT, p. 206). Now, by practicing cultural politics, which involves redescription and the generation of linguistic novelty so as to "break through impasses and to make conversation more fruitful," we can enlarge both our individual and cultural selfdescriptions to make them as inclusive as possible (PCP, p. 124). Rorty instructs that "We should stay on the lookout for marginalized people -people whom we still instinctively think of as 'they' rather than 'us'" (CIS, p. 196).
The Problem of Speaking for Others
The project of internal reform of Western societies that Rorty advocated since the mid-1980s is attractive and compelling, and perhaps more radical in its implications than has been recognized. 15 These moves put Rorty in the somewhat surprising company of recent thinkers who have affirmed the value of dialogue or conversation in the context of historically excluded or muted subjects. For instance, Gayatri Spivak has stressed the need "to learn to speak to (rather than listen to or speak for)," while Linda Alcoff underscores how often "the possibility of dialogue is left unexplored or inadequately pursued by more privileged persons." 16 What I hope to highlight in greater detail here are Rorty's own efforts to engage in dialogue with marginalized voices from outside the traditional philosophical canon, most notably in the context of feminism. These engagements not only led Rorty to rethink particular stances of his own in response to injustices and exclusions he had not previously considered, but generate key insights of interest to philosophers more broadly. In this respect, Rorty's openness to moving outside of professional philosophy and engaging in dialogue across disciplines and cultures offers a model for how pragmatism can ensure it remains relevant to the most pressing social and moral problems of the day.
A prime example of the kind of critical rethinking prompted by Rorty's engagement with other voices can be seen in his view of how to respond to the situation of the oppressed. The position he adopts in Contingency is that "victims of cruelty, people who are suffering do not have much in the way of language." He continues, That is why there is no such things as the 'voice of the oppressed' or the 'language of the victims. The language the victims once used is not working anymore, and they are suffering too much to put new words together. So the job of putting their situation into language is going to have to be done for them by somebody else (CIS, p. 94).
Calling for others to put the experience of marginalized groups into language for them is what entangles Rorty in what has been called "the problem of speaking for others." Spivak, Alcoff, and Said, among others, have compellingly detailed the perils that exist for those attempting to improve the condition of victims of
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injustice as a result of the way a discourse of "speaking for" can reinforce existing hierarchies and privileges, silencing victims' own ability to speak and be heard. In his initial stance, Rorty seems to overlook entirely what Gilles Deleuze once referred to as "the indignity of speaking for others."
17 Often the result of well-intentioned and right-minded attempts to bring the voices of oppressed and marginalized groups into the conversation, the problem of speaking for others is informed by Michel Foucault's claim that when it comes to generating counter-discourses that challenge rather than extend existing constellations of power, "only those directly concerned can speak in a practical way on their own behalf."
18 Rather than speaking for others, which extends the reach of hegemonic discourse, on this view the task is to create the conditions that enable individuals to speak for themselves.
My claim here is that Rorty's essay 1991, "Feminism and Pragmatism," not only marks a revision of his earlier stance in Contingency, but offers an important contribution to the debate around the problem of speaking for others, suggesting insights into how both to identify and incorporate "a voice saying something never heard before" (TP, p. 202). Called a "paradigm-breaking transformation" that takes his pragmatism "in a new direction," this essay offers some of Rorty's most sophisticated thinking about politics, in particular about the politics of marginalized groups. 19 Drawing on the work of Catherine MacKinnon, Marilyn Frye, Adrienne Rich, and other feminists, Rorty outlines a process of social change through which marginalized groups who have been voiceless can speak for themselves and be heard. One of these insights is his diagnosis of the condition of "meaninglessness" in which oppressed groups may find themselves: even if the oppressed do speak for themselves, they may find that they are in a condition of "meaninglessness," where they are "in between social, and in particular linguistic, practices -unwilling to take part in an old one but not yet having succeeded in creating a new one" (TP, p. 217). What is needed in this marginalized state is not argumentative procedures, a la Habermas, or "the claim that something large like Nature or Reason or History or the Moral Law is on the side of the oppressed," but rather "courageous and imaginative experimentation." As Rorty puts it in a gloss on a passage from Dewey: "if you find yourself a slave, do not accept your masters' descriptions of the real; do not work within the boundaries of their moral universe. Instead, try to invent a reality of your own by selecting aspects of the world that lend themselves to the support of your judgment of the worthwhile life" (TP, p. 216).
20
The value of this stance is that it elides the need to speak for others by calling for members of oppressed groups not only to speak for themselves, but to offer an alternative description or vision of reality. Long one of Rorty's most astute readers and incisive critics, Nancy Fraser identifies in this essay an important shift away from the conception of social change that dominates Contingency, where the private, novel metaphor-generating capacity of strong poets obsessed with the "anxiety of influence" is the sole locus of agency, with victims of oppression, as we have seen, needing someone to put their experience into language for them. As a result of his engagement with a variety of feminist perspectives, Rorty reconceives linguistic innovation in collective, political terms, thus paving the way for broad-scale social movements to struggle against dominant constellations of meaning. For example, Rorty holds that "we have to think of gays, blacks, and women inventing themselves rather than discovering themselves" (TP, p. 225).
On the view expressed in "Feminism and Pragmatism," the voices of marginalized groups play a central role in Rorty's picture of social or moral progress. 21 Returning to the situation of marginalized groups discussed in Contingency where "only the language of the oppressor is available," Rorty now draws on the insights of Frye, specifically her notion of "semantic authority."
22
Semantic authority refers to the power to create narratives of self-understanding that define roles and identities not currently available within the existing discourse or language game. The absence of semantic authority means an inability to offer alternative descriptions of oneself, the group of which one is a member, and one's reality. Rather than appealing to the creative genius of elite strong poets, Rorty now emphasizes that imagination is not enough; achieving semantic authority requires that linguistic innovations be incorporated into a shared practice: "People in search of such authority need to band together and form clubs, exclusive clubs" (TP, p. 223). 23 Once the members of such groups build their moral strength by increasing semantic authority over its members and thus making it easier for members to find their moral identities in their membership in those groups, the next step in this picture of social change is the gradual weaving of "the new language spoken by the separatist group" into the language that is taught in schools (TP, p. 223). In sum, he now offers a rather different picture than the conception of political progress as "the accidental coincidence of a private obsession with a public need" sketched in Contingency (CIS, p. 37).
24
One of Rorty's key insights in "Feminism and Pragmatism" is his recognition of the obstacles faced, in the context of appeals to justice, by "a voice saying something never heard before." Unless what he refers to as "the logical space necessary for moral deliberation" is expanded, these claims will fail to register in the dominant discourse, even if victims of oppression are able to give voice to their suffering. 25 Here Rorty's characteristic emphasis on linguistic novelty remains. This logical space can only be expanded by "nonlogical" means -novel metaphors, redescriptions, and creative misuses of language.
26 For Rorty, the problem of universalist philosophers, like Kant, is the assumption that "all the logical space necessary for moral deliberation is now available -that all important truths about right and wrong can not only be stated but be made plausible, in language already at hand" (TP, p. 203). When it operates unchecked, this assumption is precisely what renders us deaf to a voice saying something never heard before and blind to those whom we may exclude as conversation partners. Because logical means of argumentation and
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persuasion rely on appeals to antecedently shared criteria to function, they are incapable of expanding the frame. 27 The second insight that emerges here concerns the role of philosophersspecifically, philosophers writing from privileged social standpoints. As Fraser observes, in making this argument Rorty deemphasizes the role of male philosophers, suggesting that pragmatist philosophers, in her words, should be "the junior partner" in the proposed alliance with feminism, confining themselves to "the relatively unimportant role of support work ... while we feminists will be out on the main stage of history, doing the truly important work of changing language, changing the culture, and changing the world."
28 As philosophers, we must take seriously the idea that there are moments in the struggle for social justice when we simply must get out of the way, especially when it comes to making authoritative claims about the nature or extent of justice and injustice. That said, philosophers need not stand by idly. With a nod to Dewey, Rorty establishes that philosophy's function is "to clear the road for prophets and poets, to make intellectual life a bit simpler and safer for those who have visions of new communities" (TP, pp. 214-215). 
The Limits of Rortyan Cultural Politics
Rorty's notion of moral progress as "poetic achievement by 'radically situated' individuals and groups" promises to engage precisely what Said called "the fundamental historical problem of modernism" -namely, Europe and the West "being asked to take the Other seriously." 30 The question we must now consider is whether Rorty's account offers the resources to bring those outside of our practices and beliefs into the conversation in a way not only that respects but learns from difference, or whether it is yet another version of the caricature of the tolerant liberal who says, "I am tolerant, I am open-minded, I am willing to accept individual differences -as long as you basically act and talk like me -as long as you suppress your group identity and cultural differences and behave like a 'good' liberal." 31 I argue that while Rorty's theory of moral progress and social change actually requires the different perspectives on reality that marginalized groups provide, in practice his conviction that Enlightenment political vocabularies are already pragmatically justified as the best ones humans have come up with so far closes down the kind of openness to difference his theoretical stance makes possible. In this final section I outline what I take to be four limitations of Rorty's otherwise attractive perspective, in the hope of highlighting areas into which subsequent pragmatic thought might move.
The first limitation is that for all of Rorty's important attention to excluded voices, a singular conversation or discursive public dominates his thinking. Expanding whom we regard as conversation partners is in his view ultimately a matter of others joining in what we are already talking about, rather than spurring a new or fundamentally different conversation. If by Rorty's own account moral progress requires poetic achievement by the radically situated, it is not clear that his conception is congenial to such participation if it threatens to disrupt the conversation already underway. In the essay "Globalization, the Politics of Identity, and Social Hope" he explicitly takes up the "humiliations caused by colonialist arrogance" and affirms the importance, for example, of seeing gays as an "oppressed minority." Nevertheless, he explains that "As I see it, the emergence of feminism, gay liberation, various sorts of ethnic separatism, aboriginal rights, and the like, simply add further concreteness to sketches of the good old egalitarian utopia." He makes clear that he has nothing against these movements; he just does not see them as necessitating a "new sort of politics." What these movements teach us for Rorty is the need to expand our selfdescriptions and utopian political vision so that they accommodate injustices and forms of suffering that previously have fallen outside our frame of moral concern. Our conception of a just global society merely needs a bit of updating (PSH, pp. 235-236).
At stake here is a fundamental question regarding the ongoing value of universal Enlightenment political categories -namely, whether, even if severed from their rationalist philosophical justifications, they are adequate to addressing the claims of marginalized groups. Rorty's attention to the always-present possibility of "a voice saying something never heard" before, as well as his grasp of the need for privileged philosophers to get out of the way, would suggest that this is a question that cannot be answered in advance, least of all settled by philosophers in privileged social positions. Given the commitment to democratizing the epistemological space inherent in Rorty's notion of pragmatism as anti-authoritarianism, allowing a similar openness and contestation to affect the process of frame-setting -determining the grammar of politicsseems necessary as well. 32 Indeed, the consequences of Rorty's evolving position point toward a broader theoretical shift that could take two forms, both of which entail abandoning this Enlightenment vocabulary. One is a rejection of the conceptual possibility of a nonexclusive global community or political space; the other involves greater recognition of how communication of the experiences and perspectives of marginalized groups must be allowed to correct biases embodied dominant perspectives in ways that may alter these vocabularies more fundamentally. 33 While Rorty introduces a salutary attention to the existence of different social positions, this is not enough. The lack of a mechanism for holding us accountable to these perspectives in some fundamental way gives rise to a second limitation. Too often Rorty casts Otherness and difference as overtheoretical constructs that can be abandoned, or reduces 'difference' to the misleadingly neutral notion of "variation," as in his appeals to "the maximization of opportunities for individual variation, and group variation insofar as the latter facilitates the ability of individuals to recreate themselves" (PSH, p. 237). 34 The problem is that these approaches smooth over social positions differentiated by inequalities of power, voice, access, recognition, and other dimensions of social and political life, while simultaneously obscuring Rortyan Cultural Politics and the Problem of Speaking for Others 125 their sources. Here Rorty's approach neglects Frye's point that those excluded from the dominant conceptual scheme find themselves in that state not because of "the way things are," but because of "something done."
35 Being accountable to the experiential and critical resources of marginalized voices means permitting these perspectives to disrupt the ability of privileged discourses to set the frame and offer authoritative knowledge free of challenges arising from these excluded standpoints.
36
The third limitation to arises from Rorty's disinclination to discuss institutions. The importance of moving away from an abstract and ahistorical plane to the historically and socially contextualized realm of culture, such that our forms of inquiry expand to include literature and narrative, should not be underestimated, particularly for excluded groups. 37 Yet we must also recognize how those who find themselves outside the logical space of moral deliberation or the frame of justice lack formal institutional means of redress. Adequately attending to groups excluded as conversation partners at the level of discourse is one issue. Addressing exclusion from formal institutions also is paramount. The need for global democratic institutions where issues of frame-setting not only can be expressed but linked to forms of redress, if neglected, risks insulating the inclusion of excluded from having pragmatic consequences. 38 The fourth limitation, simply put, is that we must be open to joining the conversations of others rather than asking them to join ours. Rorty's political vision of a global liberal utopia seeks to subsume everyone under a grand "we." Even though he eschewed essentialism and understood this shared moral identity as an achievement we must actively cultivate, as long as we remain convinced, like Rorty, that "the vocabulary of the 'twentieth-century Western social democratic intellectuals' may well be the best anybody has yet come up with" (CO, p. 53), the transformative potential of this project is short-circuited. 39 Evaluations of this vocabulary from those who are not twentieth-century Western social democratic intellectuals themselves are necessary here. To take just one example, Nigerian philosopher Amaechi Udefi has argued that "if the community is the source of epistemic authority and rationality, as Rorty has submitted, then, it makes sense to talk of African epistemology because Africans have their own way of conceptualizing events or reality." For Udefi, Rorty's anti-foundationalist, anti-essentialist and pragmatic view of justification, knowledge, truth, and rationality paves the way for "an escalation of horizons for other discourses to sprout -one of which is African epistemology." 40 This is precisely the sort of conversation that Western intellectuals should consider joining and listening to before rendering a verdict on the ongoing usefulness of the Enlightenment's political vocabulary. When non-Westerners merely enter our conversation what often results, even among African thinkers, is "the adoption of criteria of rationality developed elsewhere in assessing the cultural matrix" of their own society. 41 For both Western and non-Western alike, it must be possible not only to join but to leave or disaffiliate from "our" conversation, and even to start another. 42 In the end, my criticisms of where Rorty's developing position ended up should not mask how far beyond most of his philosophical brethren he already had gone. While we should be cognizant of these shortcomings, much still remains to be learned from Rorty before philosophers are able to move beyond them. His call in Philosophy as Cultural Politics for philosophy to "change the conversation" is a certainly start. But philosophers simply altering the terms of "our" conversation is not enough. The conversation -and conversations -that emerge from the actual victims of the crises, conflicts, and injustices that accompany Western colonialism and globalization are required if intercultural dialogue is to be more than what Said called "so much windy hypocrisy." While he makes allowances for the possibility that "any culture may be surpassed by another, since the human imagination may dream up many more definite descriptions," and holds that "cultural politics has the last word" on all matters, Rorty's epistemological egalitarianism is not enough if it provides no accountability. Nevertheless, for pragmatists, an engagement with Rorty's thought helps bring into sharper focus the task before us. 23. "Individuals -even individuals of great courage and imagination," he argues "cannot achieve semantic authority, even semantic authority over themselves, on their own. To get such authority you have to hear your own statements as part of a shared practice," TP, p. 223.
24. Interestingly, Rorty's later call for philosophers to intervene in cultural politics appears to be a reversal of the stance he defended in his published exchange with Indian philosopher Anindita Balslev in 1990. Against Rorty's position, which at that time, in the wake of Contingency, viewed philosophers as part of the problem rather than the solution, Balslev argued their contribution resides in "persuading us to abandon, for example, the customary habits of speaking about gender, race, nationalities -about all who have been marginalized, who have never occupied the central space in the dominant discourse," CO, p. 62. This role is remarkably similar to the one Rorty espouses in PCP.
25. When it comes to "a voice saying something never heard before," the problem is that "injustices may not be perceived as injustices, even by those who suffer them, until somebody invents a previously unplayed role," TP, p. 203.
26. Because argument gets its traction by "working according to the rules of some familiar language-game, some familiar way of describing the current situation," they "often just get in the way of attempts to create an unfamiliar vocabulary, a new lingua franca for those trying to transform what they see around them," EHO, pp. 189, 181. Or, as he put it in a more recent essay, citing Shelley, "the sort of truth that is the product of successful argument cannot ... improve our moral condition." See "Philosophy as a Transitional Genre," in Voparil and Bernstein, The Rorty Reader, p. 484.
27. As Fraser compellingly argues in her recent work, which employs Rorty's Kuhnian distinction between normal and abnormal discourse, appeals to justice from marginalized groups often take the form of a challenge to the frame or "grammar" of justice itself. Accounts of justice that focus solely on the content of justice -what Fraser refers to as the "what" of justice -which are premised upon a shared grammar, fail to recognize that in these cases it is the very frame or grammar itself that is being challenged. See Fraser, "Abnormal Justice." 28. Fraser, "From Irony to Prophecy to Politics," p. 260. As Fraser explains, "On this reading Rorty is in effect offering to do the housework so that we can be freed for world-historical activity in the public sphere." However, she also notes that throughout his essay Rorty writes as if feminists themselves are not engaged in philosophy, only what he calls "linguistic innovation in the mode of prophecy."
